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A historical method of inquiry can be agglied to an

experimental teacher training program, specifically, the Ford
Training and Preparation Program (FTPP). The historical method
requires gathering a lot of loose ideas and events that have been
part of the froject and hanging them together in an integrated way.

To achieve this, two organizing princirles, the teleological approach

and the systems approach, are utilized in constantly shifting focus
to detail the develorment of the FTPP. In the teleological approach
the program has an inherent purpose or end that can be found by

studying an article by the founder of the FTPP on how to train school

personnel. This article is called the program’s "metatheory." The
systems approach views the same article as having logical constructs,
derived from systems theory, for apgroaching the training of
teachers. In this approach, the article is called the program's
“theory. " These two approaches comprise the best way of explainii.y
the components of an experimental program within a historical

context. (JA)
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INTROLCT i

Fram the very moment I received an invitation from Mrs. Schaartz,
Director of the Foud ‘I‘rair;i::g and Placement Program, to be a part of this
AERA session, I have k-2 many rescrvations about my participation. One of
my reservations centered arx &' my initial fantasy that there was a thing
called a 'Historical Methou for Bvaluation of an Exper’mental Program,"
and 1 had to find out what it was in a few months' time.

While I had reservations about my being here today, I also saw
the presentation of this paper as an opportunity to gerhaps put togcther
many loose ideas about the program accurulated over several years of work-
ing with it. In some ways, the last sentence is a concise way of talking
about the historical rethod of research in an expcrimental program (or any-
where else for that matter). That is, the historical method used in the
Ford Training and Placament Program, simply stated, involves gathering a
lot of loose ideas and evgnts that have been part of the project and hang-
ing them together in an integrated way.

To do this, some kind of organizing prirciple is required -- as
it is for any other discipline. [ have chosen two organizing principles
to aid me in my inquiry here. One of these organizing principles is ra-
ther traditional. 1 call it the "teleological approach' to the study of
hran organizations. [ wculd now like to take time for a bit of expan-
sion of cach of these organizing principles before getting into the main
body of this paper. I might only add that history has its own methodology,
but organizing principles are often oorrowed {rom other disciplines or
created outright by historians.

ORGANIZING FRINCIPLES

Fram the inception of the Fond Training and Placement Procram,
onc of thc major issues has been that of specifically defining the goals,
cbjcctives, operating proccdures, an! evaluation techniques of the pro-
gram. This lack of specificity in the poals and procedures of the pro-
graia was a reflection of the historical context (mid-sixties) in which the
proaram was developed. It was a re:f»ponse to the early demand for improved



teaching in inner-city schoois.

The response of a scrolar at the University of Chicago to that
demand - provided the conceptual :ramewerk upon which the program was
created. J. W. Getzels is thc '"Founder' of the progrrm and his concep-
tual framework is seen as a kind of '‘constitution' containing the purpose
of the program.

One way of studying the Ford Training and Placement Progranm,
then, is to look at how the staff of the program and the cadres have
responded to or tried to use Mr. Getzels' conceptual framework as a
basis for organizing their activities in terms of the model's purpose and
goals. It is to this vantage point that I have assigned the label "tele-
ological approach," after the notion that the program does have an ulti-
mate purpose or ends that can be discovered through study of Mr. Getzels'
article, "Education in the Inner-City: A Practical Propcsal by an
Impractical Theorist.' 1

Another way of studying the FTPP is to look at it as a social
system, as Mr. Getzels and others have developed that notion. I will say
more on that later.

There are sone who contend that these two sets of organizing
principles for studviag humen organizations are incompatible; or, at
minimum, that one is better than another. 2 I am not so sure I can
support either of these views, and in fact will try to show how they (the
two organizing principles) complement onc another in temms of an histo-
rical method for evaluating an experimental program.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE MARTIN LUTHER KING CADRE: A TELEOLOGICAL VIEW
I have already suggested that the development of the Ford Train-
ing and Placenent Program was in response to a need to train better
teachers and other personnel for inner-city schools. What I have not said
is that the problems of education in the inner-city are really exaggerated
versions of ccucational problems you can find anywherc in the Unitcd
States, and this is especially true of the problem of training tcachers.
The scarcity of systematic and specific information atout how
to train teachers cffectively is part of the historical coatext in which
the program was developed. Analysis of the program's development of a
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variety of training techniques wust rrocced fram consideration of this
particular factor. If there hzd teer onc or a dozen "right'' ways to
train teachers -tested and found cffcctive - the program could have
selected from the alternatives and applicd the "right' way. But there
was no right wvay - new ways had to be crcated.

Individuals like Silberman, Conant, and Koerner have helped
to publicize this scarcity of systecmatic and specific information about
how to train teachers effectively, but in rcading their chronicles g
somehow felt that their time, energy, and money might have been better
used to try <0 actually develop a program like that represcnted by the
Ford Progran.

At any rate, Mr. “ctzels' proposal for training school per-
sonnel for the irner-city .s not a theory of how to train school per-
sonnel. Rather, it is a commingling of theory and 'metatheory.' By
metatheory, I mean a set of juiding asstmptions that suggest an crien-
tation for a program that trains school personnel. 4 As metatheory it
has served its function well. As metatheory it has been a considerable
step toward reality from the kind of "stc<cment-of-the-problen orien-
tation representcd by Conant, Koemer, and Silherman. As metatheory it
is a constitutior so to speak, for the Ferd Training and Placement
Program. And lik' mos* 7o ~emctftntiane | roncidarahle flexibility
for dealing with ti:e hard realities of day-to-day operations is pro-
vided.

There is, however, a con<iderable leap {rom metatheory (or a
set of guiding assuptions) to the hourly and daily exigencics of ope-
rating a program for five years. Ccnsecuently, in the Ford Program,
considcrable latitude was given to the director and staff of the pro-
gram to dfvelop an in“ermediate cot of ideas to help make the transi-
tion from metatheory t» reality.

Today, .Mr. G tzels' proposal for trammg personnel for inner-
city schools has come ty mean something quite different from what it
originally meant to the first director and staff of the progra. in
1967-68. And if ycu van: to unders:and ruch of the development and
style of operation of the staff, and cadres of the program, you have to
be able to keep several things in mird,
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For example, you have to bc able to envision the first direc-
tor and staff of the progran as they went about the task of constructing
a program theory -- a set of ideas %o make’the transition from meta-
theory to day-to-day operations. Sccondly, you have to be able to en-
vision that at that point in the program's developmen in 1968, the
going fad on the educational scene was laboratory training or sensi-
tivity training, and the director and staff of the program thought that
this was the key (that ever-scught-after panacea for the educational
ills of cur society) by which to train school personnel successfully.
They used sensitivity training cxtensively in those early days of the
program and it just did not work, at least not the way the staff of the
program thought it should. As a participant in one of the first cadres
of the progran, I can personally testify to that.

Finally, you have got to be able to envision t“e later conse-
quences of (1) this first attempt to build a program theory; and (2)
the emphasis on sensitivity training as a way of operationalizing that
progran theory.

The process of building a program theory and operaticnaliz-
ing it went something like this. Initial interpretaticns of the consti-
tution and the constructs of the model were made. Operating procedures
were established to reflact these initial interpretations of the consti-
tution and the constructs ol the model. And a perticular style of
leadership consonant with that which is thought to exist in sensitivity
training or T-groups is Jdevelopod. Ey the end of 1968 we have norms
established in the program for all three of the forcgoing: 1) how to
interpret the constitution; 2) operating procedures; and 3) a leader-
ship style.

The program ocutline synopsis suggests that the Martin Luther
King cadre would be used to illustrate the ideas presented in various
papers in this session. So let's look at its development, historically.

The first King cadre started a three-yeur training cycle in
the sutmer of 1969. Things like micrc-teaching, curriculum developuent,
cross-role training, sessions in the Learner and his tnvirommeat (educa-
tional psychology and socioloygy), and cadre development or T-group
training went into the sunmer program. The materials describing the



-5-

sumier program represcntad muzh cenzern and intensive staf€ rlamnine to
organize a set of co-ordinated experiences which would assist new tea-
chers and cxperienced personnel in better coping with the problems to te
faced in the urban schools. Certain documents reveal that the staff
attempted to allow the cadres, including the first Ki- g cadre, the sane
degrees of freedom in structuring their program which the staff cnjoyad.
Bit this unaccustomed freedom created problems in the swrmer program.
For example,

A more puzzling problem for us (staff) was
that of goals. The questicn was (from cadre
members), ‘Vhat is the purpose of this progran:'
The answer we gave was, 'To help vou improve vour
ability as a teacher and to help vou improve your
school.' The ncxt question was 'How?' Qur answer
was, 'Well, that's up to vcu. You're the ones who 5
know the situation and who have to decide what to do.'

That statement came from the assistant director of the progran
early in 1970 describing a typical dialogue during the summer program.
Let's see the consequences of that open-ended approach as they mani-
tested themselves in the first King cadre. I quote:

Obviousiy, the Ford staff had some expectations

of the school cadre wlich were never clearly articu-

lated. 7o aveid cenf.. .on and the wasting of pre-

cious time, the FIPP stafr cculd make it clear in

the summer cxactly what it expects from the cadre

and what its obligations to Ford and the university

are.

Every cadre that has gorc through the program has typically
been involved in  scmevhat the same kind of sumuer program described
above, asked questions of the type mentioned above, and reached the
same year-end conclusion mentioned above.

Now you might sav that what has been said of the King cacre
must be typical of a cadre's develovment; and it js. And o1 mj ht say
that, therefore, what you have just talked 2bout doesn't tell us very
much; and it doesn't -- in isolation {ror: other facts out of historical
context. But when you consider the flexibility of the "constitutio~"
of the program, cnd when you consider the original "sct'' provided by
the first director and staff, what 1 have just talked about tells ycu

several things.
v
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It tells ycu that the early leadership stvle of the program
was '"laissez-faire" (a tern used by the first King cadre itself in Jes-
cribing the Ford staff). It teclls ycu that the early noms of the pro-
gram ran counter to some which cperate in most schools, where profes-
sionals are told what to do and where to do it rost of the time. It
tells vou that all cadres have generally looked for scme externally
given purpose and organizing principle for what they were involved in,
and wanted the purposes anc principles phrased in behavioral terns.

As will become evident through the next paper, the program
had to try to alter its early laissez-faire leadership style; deveciop
naw noms for standard operating procedures; and begin the process of
building an orpanizing princinle or integrated scheme of things to help
program participants get a sense of direction and wholeness for what
thoy were doing.

Doing all of that is a lorg and difficult process; even
longer than the actual duration cf the program, unfortunately. MNever-
theless, the program staff did go at it with much cnergy and acauired
knowledge about training school personnel. . u\ fact, in the same ycar
that the first King cadre started, a new director came into the progranm
to help direct the energy of the staff in some rew ways.

There were sarme actual charnges in the program in 1969-70, but
the most significant changes were in the staff of the program and the
kinls of éxrectations theyv held about what coulé in fact be changed in
that whole process of trying to change traditional approaches to train-
ing school personnel. The assistant director of the p.ogram in a paper
on "The Structurc and Theme of the Suruner Program’ sumuarized an early
approach. 'We were asking far too ruch of these people. We had nct
looked adequately at the idea of growth: that growth is a slow thing;
that growth rust happen with those wao will be in the situation.” !

Those words, of course, applied to the staff of the nrogrun
as well as the cadres. The paradex for both the staf{f and the secord
xing cadre was one of trying to grow in situations previously defined
by others. For the staft, a great deal of time wus spent redefining
or rencgotiating or giving ncw stiucture to the [first interpretatica of
the "constitution," leadership style, and operating procedurzs of the
first director. As for the first King cudre, they would Jdefine for



the second King cadre the iimits of inquiry into the whole educational
psocess. Those limits were for the nost part centered on curriculum
innovations. S

During the first King cadre's placement year (1970-71) the
group implemented and evaluated, with the assistance cf the Ford Pro-
gram, a numbter of fruitful curriculit projects. Early in 1071 the
Ford Program approached a number or schools with the prospect of pur-
ticipating in an experiment - a variation on the cadre structure, func-
tion, and entry mechanisms. The notion was to <reate a cadre of all-
experienced teachers to reduce entry problems, te test some ideas a%out
rétraining experienced tevacrers, to discover if pyramiding progren
resources would have greater impact and to establish a site forad -
monstration school. Tle¢ first King cadre submitted a document describ-
ing in detail their (and the school's) willingness to participate in
such an experincnt ard really "selling" the new Martin Luther King, Jr.
High School as the place for the experienced teacher cadre, and so
forth. The Ford Program stoff and executive board agreed with the
cadre and the new King school was sclected as the site for the experi-
enced teacher cadre.

The sccond Kiny cadre wias forred in the Spring of 1971 and
consisted of twenty-five perscns initially, but expanded teo forty-five
during the year. There were no pre-service interns in the group; rine
experienced teacher interns were at the school half day and at the
Unjversity the rest of the time in degree programs. The group al:in
included the principal, cerianity vopresentatives and other role spe-
cialists. All purticipated in a six-week summer training program in
1971 and began furctioning in the new schoel in September. The scceril
King cadre is intcgrated, anld there was little ofricial cverlapping in
membership betwcen tihe two King cadres, but much daily process and
task interaction.bctween the two groups. Functionally, the first Xing
cadre was absorbod by the second greup during the year. The sccond
Xing cadre Las been one of the most productive in the history of the
programn, especially when measured in terms of school-wide project plan-
ning and completion. Thev have also been successful in other areas
such as reduction of entry prohtlems, and rctraining of cxpcriericcd tea-
chers. Taoy have had great inpact on the school; the Ford Program and




the graduate school at the University.,

A successful cadre!l Yes. But all in all, most of what tie
second King cadre accomrlishied was pretty well detemined by what had
been established by and learned from the first King cadre.

To help nake the transition to the next por:ion of this paper,
I woald like to make a few surmarv statcments about the historical ne-
thod of research in evaluating an experimental program. First, the
historical method alone cannot be used to evaluate (as that ter is
usually used) an experimental program or any other kind of prograi.
Second, the historical methcd can only put into perspective certai-
kinds of phenamena which may be further exanined or evaluated by other
techniques or tools fror other disciplires. Third, to ret this per-
spective on certain phenanena requires that yvou arrest time -- like the
instant replays of fcuthull sares with pretty ruch the sane blurrad
results. Fcurth, to centinue that analogy, you need some wuy of cap-
turing the changing patterns and processes so that when you play them
back at a slower pacc you can examine more carefully and in detail what
might have been micinterpreted, overlooked, or not understeed when they
(the patterns and precesses) actualiy cccurred.

I choose two erganizine principles to "f1x'" or "freeze" the
processes and patterns occurring in the Ford Program. One of these
organizirg principles ! have called a teleological approach to the stu-
dy of luman organizatiors, and I have tried to show hew carly attcurts
to formulate wavs of apnroaching soii:tions to »roblems were later in-
terpreted as ways of actually solving problems. For example, Mr.
Getzels' article on training school personnel was an attempt to formu-
late ways of approaching solutions to problems. The first director and
staff interprcted the article as a way of actually solving problems.

I have also tried to shc: that those first interpretations of ways of
approaching solutions tov problems got imbedded in the program and jro-
vided the basis for the action of succceding members in one of tio ways:
either as valid approaches to solving problens or as invalid approuches
that had to be modified or completecly changed, or eliminated irem the
progran culture. The Ford staff tricd to change things. Tiae scceerd

King cadre worked with things as they were, to a grcat extent.
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By using a telcological approach to study the program I, in
effect, was focusing ncstly on the ideals or ideological construct of
the progra and its cifects on opesations of the program. It was de-
siraole, thwn, that I use u second ard complementary approach to help
explicate the realities or prograr.atical Operational aspucts of the
progran and of the twd King cadres. Tiat second approach is a systea's
approach, to which we now turn.

DEVEIOPNENT OiF THE KING CADRE: A SYSTE.S VIR

What a systems approach to the study of organizations allows
you to do is to disregard for a while tiic intentions of the found.qq
fathers and the first intcrpreters of the constitution. It focus:s
not on the ideal or ideals of a group or organiz.ition, tut on the rca-
lities of the group or organizatior. Scparating the ideal fram the
real is difficult under rost ciramscances, but it is all the more dif-
ficult here since the systoms theory usced in the program back at Chica-
£o also contains the idcals of the program. That's probably difficult
to grasp as is, so let r.c trv to expand it.

Since I have sorewhiat "nisrcprescnted' Mr. Getzels in btoth
his intcntions and actual contribution to the Ford Program let mc tuck
step and do him better justice. In addition o unintentionilly pro-
viding the program with a kind of cunstitution (or set of idcals) and
consaquently, a fouiding father's imaze, Mr. Getzels refined our think-
ing al.cut systens by pointing cut thut schools are systems; that there
are specific components or rcles which make up this system; that these
rolcs are carplementury; that it is, therefore, foolish to train indi-
viduals for these roles in isolation from on2 unother; that in ordor
for systems to oparate efficiently they must have inputs froo othr
svstens; and that different settings rec:ire (inceed, produce) diffe-
1-nt kinds of systeas. Those are pewerful conccpts for v lerstanding
sciiools as systems. They can best te demonstrated by exanle.

In the beginning the jrogran's =<taff only made a distin.cion
totween inner-city schools and cther schools (say suburban) and iri.d
to trecat all cadres and ail scheols i & similar romner. The progrin
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staff socn discovered, particularly in their experiences with the first
iing cadre, that each ¢adre was a unique group and each school was a
unigue social system. Therefore, applying the sare treatment to all
groups just did not work; responses were unpredictable. Turther, +b
treatments and staff tccimigues used with the first King cadre w.re¢ in-
apprépriate in dealing with the all-expcrienccd teacher sorend Ring
codre. It was roon cbvious that net only is there u sianificant 351 fe-
rence between schools in the inmer-city. It became necessary to cx-
nand the systems concert of different settings ut different timus gro-

- ducing different systems to nigan that not just widely divergent geo-
grapﬁical areas procuce different Systens, but geographical areas”just
arowrd the corner, sO to spzak, tend o preduce different swstams, The

raaram have all exhibited o conion

sodres which have goae througho tie

1

——
.

Joveloprental pattern, tut the King cadrves were different from the
dyett Middle School cadre, and so cn for all thirteen groups. Yet the
schools which housed these different cedres are ull inner-vity scheols,
mrny within walking distance frem each other.

Another of the systcms corncepts used in the program vas the
$dea that cvvf=$s,vto cpovate efliciently, must have inputs from other
Sgstans.. Notmally, that would be taken to mean thst it is the scluols
who oughit to Le cpea-tb inputs fron the comrunity ard local colleges
and universitims' If vCu eytedd that to mean that the comunity and
local collegeq and Jnlverq.hzes shouid be opcn Lo;iuputs'frdm the
schools, you get a whole ncw gome. v o ' ‘

Lot mo \01¢anbc a few points about the 5 stems concepts usod,

A‘

Schools aré'systcms, co:posed_OL specific cpmpoxents or roles that e
complanéhta:y and interd.pendent. The ungkpected thing learned in
gdrking with the two King cadres (and“dther‘cadrcs)'is that rot all
roies found in a 543001 SYstom cowp}»‘ch* one another. :

Indeed, it was witen uzfxxcult to undﬁxsuund how varicus
tc;:hing roles in the sate sehool CC"“1nantCu and depended upnoone
urﬁther. This bit o& reality, in m¢nv ha)s viclated sur as ssemption
avsut the interdependency und: LOWDlCM»ﬂtarltV of ‘roles In a. system,

Butter put, this bit of reality .did not match that ideul we had n5cut
Q 2w 8YSTens sbou‘d ope erate. To guote Mr. Ge tzels d*rectlv'

-RIC

A Fuirmext provided by R

.o
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The conception of thre schocl as a social svstonm
suggests thut rolces never urstion in isolat:sn, Gat
always in coplc mitary relatiqrnships te other rcles,
that is, wiat teachers do 1s related to what ccunse-
lors do, what courselers co to what psvchologists do,
what school psvchologists do to v at adainistraters
do, and of course all of these to what the corrmunity
is and does.9

Now, there is more recality i1n that quotation than ! a~ :-ing
to allow for the sake of making a pcint; but th~e is also considerat-
ly less reality there than is nceded to operate a progran fram the
standpoint of systcns theory. And, frankly, in his article Mr. Getzels
told us that fron the very beginnin:.

For thoic wio know me, 1 need hardly to add that
my intent here 31s more to covnlore a way of werking
with practical problems in the contex:t of theorv thuan
to argue the merits of an: specific sclutions 1 may

proposc. 10

Nevertheless, b: approact.n: the schools from the standpoint
of systems theory, we were able to discover that in fact there is little
relationship batween what teach -s, counsclors, psychologists, and ad-
m.ristrators do vis-a-vis onc another -- especiailyv in any conscious
way. Even more, it can be said tiat adding camponents or recles (such
as counselor or psychologist) to a svstem may be dysfunctional in terns
of the operation of the svstem. As Glidewell has pointed out, such new
roles tend to get cncapsulated and rostricted in a systom much like a
foreign elagnent does vlean it enters the human bc:l)". 1

During the lifc and analysis of the prcgram we discovercd a
rumber of other things awut schools and cadres through t': use of sys-
toms theory in the prograa, but I will rot try to go into them because
the next two papers do that extrenc! well.

I would like to muke 2 few suzsmary statements about my us> cf
a systonms approach as part ot a histerical method of cvaluating the
progranm, First, it providal o vay o: locking at the formation, maln-
tenince, and change in the relations! [ps between various relss in a
school. Second, it allc..d a way of looking at some persistent prob-
loms of education in general and the training of school personnel in
pnrticular.' For cxample, onc of thé major probluns encountered in
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training teachars for the classroam is that the role of teacher is 111-
defined. And if you can't define what it is teachers should be doing,
it is doudtful that you can seriously develop any vay of helping then
to do it. Third, as the program's staff learned more about systems
theory, including its limitations for both viewing and dealing with the
world, many problams of the schools and the program could be identified
and snalyzed in terms of Systems theory.

Finally, dystems theory provided a kind of theme for much of
vhat was done in the program; vhich takes us full circle to the point
I was making, with some difficulty, five minutes ago. Let me try again
by mating a few cioslng remarks.

CONCLUSTON

Fram the standpoint of &« teleolcgical approach to evaluating
the progrma (and I mean here samething closer to understanding rather
than assessment), Mr. Getzels' article provided a '"metatheory” or set
of idesls or a ‘‘constitution.” From the standpoint of systems theory,
the article provided uscful concepts for looking at schools in s dif-
ferent and systcnatic way and accounting for the changing social con-
text to which schools and cadres must respond through time.

If metatheory is seen as represcnting the ideal world and
theory as represcnting the real world, it can be said that the tension
gonerated between these two provided the basis for a lot of what was
and is now being dono in the program. By using a historical method in
the program, certain tension ;7ints becane readily discernible. Once
you can locate tension points, you have the basis for setting goals,
finding ways to rearh them, evaluating both of theso, and then repeat-
ing th» (ycle. :

The historical method uscd here requires that you approach
the program with a constantly shifting focus. This is sort of like the
old ""rubdblt and duck" drawing where your shift in focus determines
wvhether jou see the rabbit or the duck.
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I supposc what you choose to focus on depends upon your prefe-
rence for either rabtbit or duck. But if you are like me, you'll want
then both served up for a variety and richness not possible with any
single one.

That's what the historical method of research offcrs for eva-
luation of an experimental prograrw, cr any other on-going sequence of
human activities -- richness and variety.

I hope that what | have served up has becn palatsble.
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